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complex of laws, regulations, methods,
and testing equipment that comprises
regulatory control by the States of
commercial weighing and measuring.
DATE: The meeting will be held July 20–
24, 1997.
LOCATION: Swissôtel, Chicago, Illinois.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Gilbert M. Ugiansky, Executive
Secretary, National Conference on
Weights and Measures, P.O. Box 4025,
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20885.
Telephone: (301) 975–4005.

Dated: July 1, 1997.
Elaine Bunten-Mines,
Director, Program Office.
[FR Doc. 97–17757 Filed 7–7–97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510–13–M

COMMITTEE FOR THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE
AGREEMENTS

Adjustment of Import Limits for Certain
Cotton, Wool, Man-Made Fiber, Silk
Blend and Other Vegetable Fiber
Textiles and Textile Products
Produced or Manufactured in Macau

July 1, 1997.
AGENCY: Committee for the
Implementation of Textile Agreements
(CITA).
ACTION: Issuing a directive to the
Commissioner of Customs increasing
limits.

EFFECTIVE DATE: July 9, 1997.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Helen L. LeGrande, International Trade
Specialist, Office of Textiles and
Apparel, U.S. Department of Commerce,
(202) 482–4212. For information on the
quota status of these limits, refer to the
Quota Status Reports posted on the
bulletin boards of each Customs port or
call (202) 927–5850. For information on
embargoes and quota re-openings, call
(202) 482–3715.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Authority: Executive Order 11651 of March

3, 1972, as amended; section 204 of the
Agricultural Act of 1956, as amended (7
U.S.C. 1854); Uruguay Round Agreements
Act.

The current limits for certain
categories are being increased by
recrediting unused carryforward.

A description of the textile and
apparel categories in terms of HTS
numbers is available in the
CORRELATION: Textile and Apparel
Categories with the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule of the United States (see
Federal Register notice 61 FR 66263,
published on December 17, 1996). Also

see 61 FR 68244, published on
December 27, 1996.

The letter to the Commissioner of
Customs and the actions taken pursuant
to it are not designed to implement all
of the provisions of the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act and the Uruguay Round
Agreement on Textiles and Clothing, but
are designed to assist only in the
implementation of certain of their
provisions.
Troy H. Cribb,
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation
of Textile Agreements.

Committee for the Implementation of Textile
Agreements
July 1, 1997.
Commissioner of Customs,
Department of the Treasury, Washington, DC

20229.
Dear Commissioner: This directive

amends, but does not cancel, the directive
issued to you on December 20, 1996, by the
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation
of Textile Agreements. That directive
concerns imports of certain cotton, wool,
man-made fiber, silk blend and other
vegetable fiber textiles and textile products,
produced or manufactured in Macau and
exported during the twelve-month period
which began on January 1, 1997 and extends
through December 31, 1997.

Effective on July 9, 1997, you are directed
to increase the current limits for the
following categories, as provided for under
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act and the
Uruguay Round Agreement on Textiles and
Clothing:

Category Adjusted twelve-month
limit 1

Levels in Group I
333/334/335/833/

834/835.
264,356 dozen of

which not more than
139,253 dozen shall
be in Categories
333/335/833/835.

336/836 .................... 62,657 dozen.
338 ........................... 340,316 dozen.
339 ........................... 1,420,016 dozen.
340 ........................... 322,109 dozen.
341 ........................... 200,008 dozen.
342 ........................... 93,192 dozen.
345 ........................... 57,471 dozen.
347/348/847 ............. 772,516 dozen.
351/851 .................... 73,580 dozen.
359–C/659–C 2 ........ 375,950 kilograms.
359–V 3 .................... 125,317 kilograms.
638/639/838 ............. 1,743,216 dozen.
642/842 .................... 124,112 dozen.
647/648 .................... 586,102 dozen.
Group II
400–469, as a group 1,503,005 square me-

ters equivalent.
445/446 .................... 81,029 dozen.

1 The limits have not been adjusted to ac-
count for any imports exported after December
31, 1996.

2 Category 359–C: only HTS numbers
6103.42.2025, 6103.49.8034, 6104.62.1020,
6104.69.8010, 6114.20.0048, 6114.20.0052,
6203.42.2010, 6203.42.2090, 6204.62.2010,
6211.32.0010, 6211.32.0025 and
6211.42.0010; Category 659–C: only HTS
numbers 6103.23.0055, 6103.43.2020,
6103.43.2025, 6103.49.2000, 6103.49.8038,
6104.63.1020, 6104.63.1030, 6104.69.1000,
6104.69.8014, 6114.30.3044, 6114.30.3054,
6203.43.2010, 6203.43.2090, 6203.49.1010,
6203.49.1090, 6204.63.1510, 6204.69.1010,
6210.10.9010, 6211.33.0010, 6211.33.0017
and 6211.43.0010.

3 Category 359–V: only HTS numbers
6103.19.2030, 6103.19.9030, 6104.12.0040,
6104.19.8040, 6110.20.1022, 6110.20.1024,
6110.20.2030, 6110.20.2035, 6110.90.9044,
6110.90.9046, 6201.92.2010, 6202.92.2020,
6203.19.1030, 6203.19.9030, 6204.12.0040,
6204.19.8040, 6211.32.0070 and
6211.42.0070.

The Committee for the Implementation of
Textile Agreements has determined that
these actions fall within the foreign affairs
exception to the rulemaking provisions of 5
U.S.C. 553(a)(1).

Sincerely,
Troy H. Cribb,
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation
of Textile Agreements.
[FR Doc. 97–17708 Filed 7–7–97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510–DR–F

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING
COMMISSION.

Chicago Board of Trade Futures
Contract in Wheat; Request for Public
Comment on Delivery Point
Specifications

AGENCY: Commodity Futures Trading
Commission.
ACTION: Request for Public Comment on
the Delivery Specifications of the
Chicago Board of Trade’s Wheat Futures
Contract.

SUMMARY: The Commodity Futures
Trading Commission (‘‘Commission’’),
by letter dated December 19, 1996,
issued a request to the Board of Trade
of the City of Chicago (‘‘CBT’’) to
undertake a study of the delivery
specifications of its wheat futures
contract and to submit its findings to the
Commission by April 18, 1997, 120 days
from the date of the Commission’s
request. By letter dated April 18, 1997,
the CBT responded by providing a
status report to the Commission of its
actions. In that response, the CBT
reported that the CBT would refrain
from acting on the recommendations of
the special task force which it had
appointed and would instead conduct
market research to determine whether a
broader review of the contract not
limited to its delivery terms should be
undertaken.
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1 The CBT’s wheat futures contract provides for
the delivery of various grades and classes of wheat,
but traditionally the futures contract has priced No.
2 soft red winter wheat. Delivery is made by the
transfer of warehouse receipts representing wheat
in store at regular warehouses. Delivery may be
made in Chicago at par, in Toledo at a discount of
2 cents per bushel, and in St. Louis at a premium
of 8 cents per bushel.

2 In limiting the effect of the December
notification under section 5a(a)(10) of the Act to the
CBT corn and soybean futures contract, the
Commission noted that ‘‘the CBT wheat futures
contract [specifications] are also subject to many of
the same trends which have affected adversely the
corn and soybean contracts.’’ The Commission did
not include the wheat contract in the section
5a(a)(10) December notification on the basis of any
determination that its terms meet the Act’s
requirements, but rather to provide the CBT a fuller
opportunity to consider the issues related to wheat
before making any determination of the issue. The
Commission believed this was appropriate in light
of the CBT’s full consideration of the issues relating
to its corn and soybean contracts during the
previous year. 61 FR 67999.

The Commission is seeking public
comment on various issues relating to
the current delivery specifications of the
wheat futures contract. The Commission
has determined that it is in the public
interest to do so, and that such
publication will assist the Commission
in considering the views of interested
persons, and is consistent with the
purposes of the Commodity Exchange
Act.

DATES: Comment must be received by
August 22, 1997.

ADDRESSES: Comments should be
mailed to the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission, Three Lafayette
Centre, 1155 21st Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20581, attention:
Office of the Secretariat; transmitted by
facsimile at (202) 418–5521; or
transmitted electronically to
[secretary@cftc.gov]. Reference should
be made to ‘‘Wheat Delivery Points.’’

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: John
Mielke, Acting Director, or Paul M.
Architzel, Chief Counsel, Division of
Economic Analysis, Commodity Futures
Trading Commission, Three Lafayette
Centre, 1155 21st Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20581, (202) 418–
5260, or electronically, Mr. Architzel at
[PArchitzel@cftc.gov].

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Commodity Futures Trading
Commission (‘‘Commission’’), by letter
dated December 19, 1996, notified the
Board of Trade of the City of Chicago
(‘‘CBT’’), under Section 5a(a)(10) of the
Act (‘‘Act’’), 7 U.S.C. § 7a(a)(10), that the
delivery terms of the CBT corn and
soybean futures contracts no longer
accomplish the statutory objectives of
‘‘permit[ting] the delivery of any
commodity * * * at such point or
points and at such quality and
locational price differentials as will tend
to prevent or diminish price
manipulation, market congestion, or the
abnormal movement of such commodity
in interstate commerce.’’ (December
notification). In addition, the
Commission instructed the CBT to
consider immediately the adequacy of
the delivery specifications of its wheat
futures contract.1 The Commission
directed the CBT to complete its
consideration of, and to report to the
Commission on its consideration of

them, within 120 days of the notice—
April 18, 1997.

The CBT responded by way of a status
report. Letter dated April 18, 1997, to
Chairperson Brooksley Born from
Patrick H. Arbor. Specifically, it
reported that although a Task Force
appointed by the Board of Directors had
recommended certain changes to the
delivery terms of the wheat futures
contract, the Board had decided to
refrain from acting on those
recommendations at this time. The CBT
stated that instead it would conduct a
market research effort to determine
whether a broader review of the contract
should be undertaken.

In a subsequent letter dated April 30,
1997, to Chairperson Born, Mr. Arbor
maintained that, ‘‘as the Commission is
aware, the declining warehouse capacity
in Chicago has not had a material
impact on the CBOT’s wheat contract
given the active cash markets in Toledo
and St. Louis, the contract’s other
delivery points.’’ Moreover, the CBT
noted that * * * ‘‘the operation of the
CBOT’s wheat contract has not been the
focus of any ‘comprehensive studies’ in
recent years, nor has an even arguable
consensus emerged as to the existence
or identity of a problem. Finally, the
CBT protested the Commission’s plan to
seek public comment on these issues,
questioning whether the ‘‘Commission
plan[s] routinely to subject other
contracts at the CBOT or other
exchanges to a comment process or
public poll without having
substantiated any flaw in such
contracts’’ and maintaining that ‘‘design
and delivery issues are subject to
potentially limitless debate * * *.’’

The December notification relating to
the delivery specifications of the corn
and soybean futures contracts was based
on: (1) The continuing diminution of the
role of terminal markets in the cash
market for grain; (2) the increasing shift
of the locus of the main channels of
commodity flows away from the
delivery points on the contracts,
particularly the par-delivery point of
Chicago; (3) the continuing decline in
cash market activity generally at the
contracts’ delivery points, particularly
Chicago; and (4) the serious, precipitous
drop in regular warehouse storage
capacity at the Chicago delivery point
over the past fourteen months. The
delivery specifications for the CBT
wheat futures contract are also subject
to many of the same trends that have
affected adversely the corn and soybean
contracts. For example, the closure of
terminal elevators at Chicago, the
contract’s par delivery point, affects

delivery capacity for wheat as surely as
for corn and soybean futures.2

Contrary to the CBT’s contention that
the wheat futures contract has not been
focus of any comprehensive studies in
recent years, the scope of several of the
1991 studies that were summarized in
the December notification included the
delivery terms of the CBT wheat
contract, as well as the corn and
soybean contracts. Indeed, the
Commission’s study specifically
analyzed possible revisions to delivery
specifications for the CBT’s wheat
contract, suggesting consideration of a
number of possible alternatives to
address the problems in deliverable
supplies plainly evident by the time of
the 1991 study. These included: (1) An
expanded Toledo delivery area; (2)
shipping certificate deliveries in an area
focused near the confluence of the Ohio
and Mississippi rivers; or (3) a shipping
certificate contract deliverable to lower
Mississippi River export elevators. In
addition, an October 11, 1995, letter
from Commission Chairwoman Mary
Schapiro to the CBT expressing the
Commission’s concerns regarding the
adequacy of the delivery provisions in
light of the recent closure of Chicago
elevators specifically included reference
to the wheat contract and urged the CBT
to take remedial action to correct the
long-term problems in these contracts,
including the wheat futures contract.

Although the Commission previously
requested comment on the wheat
contract in connection with its
publication of the December notification
and request for public comment, most
commenters limited the focus of their
comments to the corn and soybean
futures contracts, the subject of the
Section 5a(a)(10) notification. In view of
the CBT’s determination to continue its
research and study of these matters, the
Commission has concluded that public
comment on these issues, including
potential changes to the wheat
contract’s delivery specifications, may
facilitate their consideration. It also will
assist the Commission in its
consideration of the concerns identified
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in the December notification relating to
the CBT wheat futures contract. The
Commission is of the view that the
public has an important role to fulfill
and a critical interest in a full airing of
these issues. Accordingly, the
Commission is hereby separately
requesting written data and views from
interested members of the public
relating to the CBT wheat contract. The
submission of data relating to cash
market flows of No. 2 soft red winter
wheat, relevant locational price
differentials, and other relevant
economic evidence would be especially
useful. Commenters are specifically
requested to address the following
issues:

1. Does a problem exist with regard to
the current delivery specifications of the
CBT wheat contract? If so, to what
extent is the problem a lack of adequate
deliverable supplies at Chicago, Toledo,
and St. Louis? With respect to Toledo
and St. Louis, are the differentials on
the contract set appropriately to reflect
cash market price differentials? What is
the economic deliverable capacity at St.
Louis in light of the through-put nature
of the facilities located there?

2. To what extent do the current CBT
delivery specifications for wheat reflect
flows of wheat in the cash market? To
the extent that the delivery terms of the
futures contract differ from the wheat
flows in the cash market, does this have
any detrimental impact on the trading of
the wheat futures contract or on the
cash market for wheat?

3. What is the likely effect of a failure
to modify the current delivery terms of
the contract?

4. What alternative delivery
specifications are available to increase
deliverable supplies on the contract?

In this respect, commenters are
requested to address the following
questions, supplying, to the extent
available, economic data or studies in
support of their conclusions:

a. Given the declining role of Chicago
as a cash market for wheat, should it be
retained as a delivery point on the
futures contract?

b. What are the advantages and
disadvantages of expanding the Toledo,
Ohio delivery point to encompass off-
water elevators in neighboring counties?

c. What are the advantages and
disadvantages of expanding the St.
Louis, Missouri delivery point to
encompass river stations and off-water
elevators in neighboring counties?

d. What are the advantages and
disadvantages of permitting delivery at
St. Louis via shipping certificates, rather
than warehouse receipts? Should such
shipping certificates be backed by
warehouse receipts at or near that

location or by financial guarantees of
performance?

e. If delivery at St. Louis by shipping
certificate is advisable, should other
delivery points on the contract also
provide for delivery by shipping
certificate? Is consistency of delivery
instrument among delivery points
necessary or desirable? What is the
likely effect of lack of consistency in the
type of delivery instrument for different
delivery points?

f. What are the advantages and
disadvantages of providing for delivery
via shipping certificates at elevators
located: (i) On the Mississippi River
located between St. Louis and Memphis
or (ii) on the Mississippi River between
St. Louis and Cairo and (iii) on the Ohio
River between Cairo and Louisville,
Kentucky?

g. What are the advantages and
disadvantages of specifying delivery to
lower Mississippi River export
elevators?

5. Is there a single location, or a
limited number of locations, that offer
either sufficient stocks or receive
sufficient flows of one class of wheat
adequate to support futures trading and
to tend to prevent or diminish price
manipulation, market congestion or the
abnormal movement of such commodity
in interstate commerce?

Issued in Washington, D.C., this 1st day of
July, 1997 by the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission.
Jean A. Webb,
Secretary of the Commission.
[FR Doc. 97–17721 Filed 7–7–97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6351–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Office of the Secretary

Submission for OMB Review;
Comment Request

ACTION: Notice.

The Department of Defense has
submitted to OMB for clearance, the
following proposal for collection of
information under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
Chapter 35).

Title and Associated Form: Direct
Deposit Authorization, DD Form X311,
OMB Number 0730—[To Be
Determined].

Type of Request: New Collection.
Number of Respondents: 252,000.
Responses per Respondent: 1.
Annual Responses: 252,000.
Average Burden per Response: 30

minutes.
Annual Burden Hours: 126,000.

Needs and Uses: This collection of
information is necessary to meet the
Department of Defense and the
Department of Treasury’s requirements
to process civilian and military
personnel requests to authorize direct
deposits of net payments, travel
payments, and savings allotments to
financial institutions to which payment
is to be directed. The information is
required by the Treasury Financial
Manual, Bulletin No. 95–07, dated
December 16, 1994, and DoD Financial
Management Regulation, Volume 5. The
Direct Deposit Authorization form will
be used for all DoD personnel including
civilians, active and retired military,
and annuitants. The form will be
completed and signed by the payee and
forwarded to their paying office. The
information can be obtained from the
payee’s banking documents. The paying
office will enter the Direct Deposit
enrollment information into the payroll
system, and at the same time assure
proper identification of the payee. The
data will be forwarded to the payee’s
financial institution by the servicing
Federal Reserve Bank.

Affected Public: Individuals or
Households.

Frequency: On Occasion.
Respondent’s Obligation: Required to

Obtain or Retain Benefits.
OMB Desk Officer: Mr. Edward C.

Springer.
Written comments and

recommendations on the proposed
information collection should be sent to
Mr. Springer at the Office of
Management and Budget, Desk Officer
for DoD, Room 10236, New Executive
Office Building, Washington, DC 20503.

DOD Clearance Officer: Mr. Robert
Cushing.

Written requests for copies of the
information collection proposal should
be sent to Mr. Cushing, WHS/DIOR,
1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite
1204, Arlington, VA 22202–4302.

Dated: July 1, 1997.
Patricia L. Toppings,
Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, Department of Defense.
[FR Doc. 97–17711 Filed 7–7–97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 5000–04–M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Office of the Secretary

Defense Science Board Task Force on
Underground Facilities

ACTION: Notice of advisory committee
meetings.

SUMMARY: The Defense Science Board
Task Force on Underground Facilities
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